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CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION of SANITATION AGENCIES 
 
 
 
 

March 11, 2004 
 
Honorable Arthur G. Baggett Jr., Chair and Members 
California State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 “I” Street 
Sacramento, California 94815 
 
Subject:   Draft Revised Statewide Program  Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) Covering General Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Biosolids Land Application (February 2004) 

 
Dear Chairman Baggett and Members of the Board: 
 
On behalf of the California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA) I would like to 
express appreciation for the significant amount of time and effort the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) staff has dedicated to the development of the Draft 
Revised Statewide Program EIR Covering General Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Biosolids Land Application (February 2004 Revised Draft PEIR).  The February 2004 
Revised Draft PEIR indicates that the Modified General Order, which permits land 
application of Class B biosolids, is the environmentally superior alternative.  CASA 
supports this conclusion and urges the Board to adopt a revised Modified General Order 
to allow for the continued land application of biosolids.  Biosolids land application 
provides valuable nutrients and soil conditioners to our agricultural land and represents a 
beneficial use of biosolids that is in the management of California’s biosolids.   
 
CASA represents over 105 wastewater treatment agencies in California who serve 
approximately 85% of the sewered population in the State.  Biosolids management 
represents a challenge to each one of our member agencies.  Regional conditions have 
severely limited the number and type of biosolids management options that are available 
to many agencies.  Because there is no “one-size fits all” approach to biosolids 
management in California, it is imperative to preserve all environmentally sound options 
so that all of our wastewater treatment agencies have access to a practical and affordable 
means of biosolids management. 
 
Background  
As you are aware, the PEIR was previously certified in 2000.  Subsequent litigation and a 
resultant court ruling has dictated additional analysis for two of the project alternatives.  
These alternatives are the Class A Only Alternative and the Food Crop Limitation 
Alternative.   The detailed analysis of these two alternatives is presented in the February 
2004 Revised Draft PEIR.  The result of the additional analyses is that the Modified 
General Order remains the environmentally superior alternative.   
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We support this conclusion and provide the Board with the following supplemental 
information which illustrates the need for and benefits of the land application of both 
Class B and Class A biosolids. 
 
The majority of wastewater treatment plants in California currently treat biosolids to 
Class B standards.  Class B biosolids are produced at the wastewater treatment plant by 
the digestion of raw sludge that is produced during the wastewater treatment process, and 
subsequent dewatering of the digested material.  The resultant product has detectable 
levels of pathogens that rapidly die off when land applied in accordance with the 
management techniques required under the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency Part 503 Rule (Part 503 Rule).  It should be noted that the site management 
requirements set forth in the Modified General Order are significantly more stringent than 
those required under the Part 503 Rule. 
 
Few wastewater treatment plants in California currently have the capability to produce a 
Class A product.  Class A biosolids are produced by chemical stabilization, composting, 
heat drying, and anaerobic digestion at higher then conventional temperatures, among 
other processes.  The resultant product is essentially free of pathogens prior to land 
application and thus the additional management parameters required for Class B biosolids 
are not required for Class A biosolids under the Part 503 Rule.  Due to the pathogen 
reduction treatment process, Class A materials often have somewhat lower soil nutritive 
values than Class B materials.  The requirements set forth in the Modified General Order 
for the management of Class A biosolids adds to the safety factor provided by the Part 
503 Rule. 
 
Essentially, the difference between the properties of Class B and Class A biosolids is the 
relative level of pathogens, which is equalized by management techniques, though at a 
loss of relative soil nutritive values.  Additional differences lie with the impacts of 
production, available capacity, capital investment requirements, the relative costs of 
production, and facility siting issues.  A brief discussion of these differences is provided 
below.  Although not directly related to environmental impacts, these differences are 
significant and we urge you to consider them in the context of societal and economic 
impacts.     
  
Impacts of Production 
As the February 2004 Revised Draft PEIR indicates, the production and management of 
Class B biosolids generally has lesser environmental impacts than the production of Class 
A biosolids with respect to truck traffic, air quality, and energy use.     
 
Available Capacity 
Approximately 54% of the biosolids generated in California are currently managed via 
land application of Class B product whereas approximately 16% are treated to Class A 
levels.  There is currently insufficient Class A treatment capacity available in California 
to accommodate all of the material that is currently treated to Class B standards.  
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Although some agencies and cities have moved to Class A technologies for biosolids 
management, these are the exception rather than the rule.   
 
Capital Investment Requirements  
Capital investment is required in most instances to convert a treatment process from the 
production of Class B material to the production of Class A material.  The costs for site 
acquisition and necessary capital equipment, which can include numerous structures, 
dryers, boilers, blowers, biofilters, bagging facilities, conveyors, loaders, and screeners, 
are estimated to be as high as $58M for a single agency.  Statewide, these costs can be 
expected to be on the order of $500M to $1B.  These costs reflect only the necessary 
capital expenditure to convert from Class B to Class A technologies and do not include 
the substantially increased operating costs that would also result.  While significant for 
any wastewater treatment agency, the impact of such capital costs is generally far more 
acute for the many small wastewater treatment agencies located in California. 
 
Relative Cost of Production  
Operating and maintenance costs associated with Class B biosolids are generally lower 
than those for Class A biosolids.  The cost differences lie in significant increases in 
energy consumption, chemicals used for chemical stabilization, bulking materials for 
composting, and labor to operate the systems used to produce Class A biosolids.  
Differences can result in an increased per dry ton management cost for Class A biosolids 
on the order of 100% greater than those for Class B.   
 
Facility Siting 
Class B biosolids are produced at the wastewater treatment facility as part of the typical 
wastewater treatment process.  Depending upon the treatment process, Class A biosolids 
can be produced at the wastewater treatment facility or off-site, at a dedicated facility.  
Siting of facilities to produce Class A biosolids can pose a challenge due to issues 
involving the onerous permitting requirements, public acceptance issues, availability of 
land, the location of land relative to populated areas, and the distance of suitable sites 
relative to the wastewater treatment facility.   
 
Conclusion 
While the overall impact of producing and land applying Class B biosolids is somewhat 
less than that associated with the production of Class A biosolids, CASA considers both 
to be environmentally sound and necessary biosolids management techniques.  As such 
we support the availability of both options to California’s wastewater treatment agencies. 
 
The environmentally superior alternative identified in the February 2004 Revised Draft 
PEIR as the Modified General Order does just that.   The Modified General Order 
regulates the land application of biosolids, including both Class B and Class A materials, 
making both of these management options available to California’s wastewater treatment 
agencies.  It is important to note that the land application of Class B biosolids remains the 
most widely used management option for biosolids in California as well as the in the 
United States.   
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CASA believes that the land application of biosolids is an integral aspect of a statewide 
program that encourages beneficial use.  Environmental benefits of land application 
include reduced water consumption resulting from an improved soil structure and the 
addition of valuable nutrients to the soil.  The safety of biosolids is underscored by 
decades of scientific research, including two studies by the National Academy of 
Sciences, and biosolids are one of the most studied materials ever regulated by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency.  
  
In summary, CASA supports the continued beneficial use of biosolids in California via 
the adoption of a revised Modified General Order which would allow for the continued 
land application of both Class B and Class A materials.  We urge the SWRCB to adopt 
the findings of the February 2004 Revised Draft PEIR that identifies the Modified 
General Order as the environmentally superior alternative.   Significant requirements and 
restrictions, beyond those contained in federal regulations, have been included in the 
Modified General Order which are more than protective of public health and the 
environment. We believe that a revised Modified General Order would continue these 
protections as well as the environmental benefits.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Marlaigne Hudnall 
Biosolids Program Manager 
California Association of Sanitation Agencies 
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March 15, 2004 
 
 
Honorable Arthur G. Baggett Jr., Chair 
California State Water Resources Control Board 
P. O. Box 100 
Sacramento, California 94812-0100 
 
Re:  State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Draft Revised 

Statewide Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Covering General Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids 
Land Application (January 2004) 

 
Dear Chairman Baggett and Members of the Board: 
 
The Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA) 1, on behalf 
of its more than thirty members in California, appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the California State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) Draft Revised Statewide Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR) Covering General Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids 
Land Application (Modified General Order).  As generators of biosolids, 
AMSA’s members are responsible for finding environmentally safe and 
cost effective ways to manage millions of tons of biosolids every year.  
The PEIR and re-adoption of the Modified General Order will provide a 
uniform regulatory process and allow AMSA’s members in California to 
continue biosolids land application in an environmentally safe and 
beneficial manner. 
 
Land application of biosolids continues to be one of the most viable and 
environmentally sound management options for many communities in the 
United States.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in its 
response to the National Research Council’s 2002 report2 on the technical 
                                                 
1 Founded in 1970, AMSA represents the interests of nearly 300 of the nation’s publicly 
owned wastewater utilities.  AMSA members serve the majority of the sewered population in 
the United States and collectively treat and reclaim over 18 billion gallons of wastewater 
every day. 
2 Biosolids Applied to Land: Advancing Standards and Practices (NRC, 2002) 

Association of 
Metropolitan 
Sewerage Agencies 

President  
Thomas R. “Buddy” Morgan 
General Manager 
Water Works & Sanitary 
  Sewer Board 
Montgomery, AL 
 
Vice President  
William B. Schatz 
General Counsel 
Northeast Ohio Regional 
  Sewer District 
Cleveland, OH 
 
Treasurer 
Donnie R. Wheeler 
General Manager 
Hampton Roads Sanitation  
  District 
Virginia Beach, VA 
 
Secretary 
Dick Champion 
Director 
Water Pollution Control 
  Department 
Independence, MO 
 
Executive Director  
Ken Kirk 

1816 Jefferson Place, NW, Washington, DC 20036-2505 • 202.833.2672 • 202.833.4657 FAX 
info@amsa-cleanwater.org • http://www.amsa-cleanwater.org 

 
 

JDurnan
Text Box
L-10



Letter to California SWRCB 
March 15, 2004 
Page 2 
 

 

basis of the 40 CFR Part 503 biosolids regulations , reaffirmed its long-standing position that 
“the land application of sewage sludge in compliance with EPA’s regulations is an appropriate 
choice for communities” and reiterated the most prominent conclusion of the NRC report that 
there is no scientific evidence that the Part 503 regulations have failed to protect human health.  
AMSA understands from its members in California that the Modified General Order not only 
incorporates all of the Part 503 requirements but also adds numerous requirements and 
restrictions that are more stringent than the federal regulations in order to further protect 
California’s unique environment.  AMSA believes that such an approach is an effective way to 
provide uniform requirements throughout the state that are protective of human health and the 
environment, while also streamlining the regulatory process.  
 
AMSA also understands that the Modified General Order would govern the land application of 
both Class B and Class A biosolids , preserving both of these management options for 
California’s wastewater treatment agencies.  AMSA believes this approach is consistent with 
the scientific foundation of the Part 503 regulations and represents the most sound policy 
decision for both the environment and the biosolids management community.   
 
AMSA urges the SWRCB to consider the findings of the Draft Revised PEIR that identify the 
Modified General Order as the environmentally superior alternative  and re-adopt the General 
Order.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ken Kirk 
Executive Director 
 
CC: Mr. Gary Carlton, SWRCB Board Member 
 Mr. Richard Katz, SWRCB Board Member 

Mr. Peter Silva, SWRCB Board Member 
 Ms. Nancy Sutley, SWRCB Board Member 
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March 4, 2004 
 
Via E-mail and U.S. Mail 
 
 
Honorable Arthur G. Baggett Jr., Chair, and Members 
California State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 “I” Street 
Sacramento, California 94815 
 
 
Subject:   Draft Revised Statewide Program Environmental Impact Report Covering 

General Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids Land Application  
 
Dear Chairman Baggett and Members of the Board: 
 
The California Water Environment Association (CWEA) is a nonprofit public benefit corporation 
with approximately 7,500 members who are professionals in the wastewater industry committed 
to keeping California’s water clean.  We are dedicated to the educational development of our 
members, most of whom (approximately 80 percent) work for municipal wastewater agencies, 
both large and small, throughout the state of California.  Approximately 13 percent work for 
consulting engineering firms that work closely with agencies; approximately 3 percent work for 
equipment manufacturers serving the wastewater industry.   
 
As California’s leader in wastewater training and certification since 1927, CWEA trains and 
certifies thousands of wastewater professionals annually, disseminates technical information, and 
promotes sound policies to benefit society through protection and enhancement of our water 
environment.  CWEA offers a complex set of 21 validated certifications of competency for 
wastewater personnel in six specialties, including a certification in Biosolids Land Application 
Management.  CWEA’s training and certification assists wastewater professionals in maintaining 
public safety, complying with regulation, reducing agency costs, and increasing efficiency. 
 
CWEA would like to express our appreciation to the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) for the development of the Draft Revised Statewide Program EIR Covering General 
Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids Land Application (PEIR). Biosolids should be 
recycled from California wastewater treatment plants to provide valuable nutrients and soil 
conditioners to our agricultural land. Based on this, we support the adoption by the SWRCB of a 
General Order for General Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids Land Application for 
beneficial use as a soil amendment.   
  
The PEIR was certified in 2000. Subsequent litigation has led to additional analysis of two of the 
project alternatives. These alternatives are the Class A Only Alternative and the Food Crop 
Limitation Alternative. The January 2004 Revised Draft PEIR presents a detailed analysis of 
these two alternatives. The result of the additional analyses is that the Modified General Order 
remains the environmentally superior alternative. We support this conclusion and provide the 
Board with the following supplemental information, which illustrates the need for, and benefits of, 
adoption of a General Order for land application of biosolids. 
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The majority of wastewater treatment plants in California currently treat biosolids to Class B 
standards. Class B biosolids are produced at the wastewater treatment plant by treatment of raw 
sludge that is produced during the wastewater treatment process, and subsequent dewatering. 
The resultant product has detectable levels of pathogens that rapidly die off when land applied in 
accordance with the management techniques required under the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency Part 503 Rule (Part 503 Rule). It should be noted that the requirements set 
forth in the Modified General Order are significantly more stringent than those required under the 
Part 503 Rule. 
 
A very limited number of wastewater treatment plants in California currently have the capability to 
produce a Class A product.  Class A biosolids are produced by chemical stabilization, 
composting, heat drying, and anaerobic digestion at higher than conventional temperatures, 
among other processes. The resultant product is essentially free of pathogens prior to land 
application and thus the additional management parameters required for Class B biosolids are 
not required for Class A biosolids under the Part 503 Rule.  Due to the pathogen reduction 
treatment process, Class A materials often have somewhat lower soil nutritive values than Class 
B materials.  The requirements set forth in the Modified General Order for the management of 
Class A biosolids adds to the safety factor provided by the Part 503 Rule. 
 
Essentially, the difference between the properties of Class B and Class A biosolids is the relative 
level of pathogens, which is equalized by management techniques, though at a loss of relative 
soil nutritive values.  Additional differences lie with the impacts of production, available capacity, 
capital investment requirements, the relative costs of production, and facility siting issues. 
 
While the overall impact of producing and land applying Class B biosolids is somewhat less than 
that associated with the production of Class A biosolids, CWEA considers both to be 
environmentally sound biosolids management techniques and as such supports the availability of 
both options to California’s wastewater treatment agencies. 
 
In conclusion, CWEA supports the continued beneficial use of biosolids in California. We urge the 
SWRCB recertify the PEIR and re-adoption of the Modified General Order for the land application 
of biosolids.   
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Larry G. Tolby 
CWEA President  
 
CC: Mr. Gary Carlton, SWRCB Board Member 
 Mr. Richard Katz, SWRCB Board Member 

Mr. Peter Silva, SWRCB Board Member 
 Ms. Nancy Sutley, SWRCB Board Member 
 CWEA Board of Directors 
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Wayne Verrill, Management Practices Support Unit
Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board
P.D Box 100
Sacramento, Ca 95812

Paul Dabbs Bulletin 160
Statewide Water Planning Branch
Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Biosolids

Gentlemen:

Objection to biosolid application on lands has been led by the County of Kern. This
agency has allowed raw sewage to be dumped into and adjacent to watercourses, but has
shown concern oyer biosolids when it saw a method to extort funds from biosolid hawlers
to pay developer fees for generous contributors. Neither the Board nor the Department
need be involved in the County's petty corruption.

There are in California also those cultists who see biosolid application as an affront to
Mother Earth. Biosolid use has been in place for a long time in states with a better record
of scientific environmental concern than this State, which is oft emotional and quasi-
religious. One must ask these cultists what they conceive the term "organic" to be.

There may be those who have concerns about accumulation ofbiosolids in their area and
the effects of salts or heavy metals. Rational protocols need to be followed. Biosolid
use is less a case of yes or no than of where and how.

In all of the arguments concerning biosolid use, both valid and invalid, the focus has been
on water quality; the use can benefit water supply. Much of this State has been subjected
to hydraulic mining and catastrophic fire, which causes sheet erosion and storage loss.
Standardized judicious use of bio so lids, when mixed with a binder and seeds, has been
proven effective in highway construction and watershed restoration.

Considering the bleak future forecast for California's water supply, your two agencies
need to do some preliminary coordination concerning biosolid application protocols and
include them into the State Water Plan, Bulletin 160.

Sincerely,

Dennis Fox
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